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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
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Sir: 

In reply to the Examiner's Answer dated March 20, 2007, a Reply Brief is submitted with 
this paper. This paper is being timely filed. 

If any fees are due in connection with this submission, please charge our Deposit Account 
No. 50-2866. 
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Sir: 

Appellants reply to the Examiner's Answer mailed on March 20, 2007. This paper is 
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REMARKS 

In the Appeal Brief, Appellants submitted that claims 11 and 22 were each amended in 
the amendment dated April 3, 2006 in order to resolve the antecedent basis issue concerning the 
phrase, "a service providing system." However, the Examiner still incorrectly maintains that 
these claims recite the limitation "the service providing system." 

In the Appeal Brief, Appellants argued that Moussa 's document has no relevance to the 
present invention, since the cited portions of Moussa give expression such as "an authentication 
fingerprint F and "the data block fingerprint D with the fingerprint F it has stored in the 
authentical database." In contrast, the term "fingerprint" referred to in the present invention 
concerns a human fingerprint ("origin information" recited in. claim 1 of the present invention). 
The fingerprint in the cited reference means a hash value 1 (*1) of a certain data, as described in 
co 1.4, lines 50-54. 

In response, the Examiner asserts on page 18 of the Answer that Moussa discloses that his 
invention provides a method and system for simultaneously authenticating a user using two or 
more factors, such as using both a password and a physical token, or using a password, a physical 

1 In the encryption sector of industry, a hash value used in an electronic signature or the like is often called a 
"fingerprint". For example, when performing an "https" communication upon entering a password in Internet 
Explorer, a key mark appears in the right bottom of the screen. If this is clicked, you will understand that a 
bash value in an open certificate used cryptographic communication is displayed by an expression 
"fingerprint". Popularly used hash values include "MD5 fingerprint" and "SHA1 fingerprint". 
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token, and biometric information in col. 2, lines 5-8. More specifically, the Examiner points out 
that Moussa teaches at step 221 entering a user name, as step 222 entering a first password and 
entering other authentication information in step 226, which could include a handwritten 
signature from the user, which Moussa characterizes as biometric information in col. 1, lines 14- 
17. 

However, the Examiner fails to appreciate that after a user has been successively 
authenticated in step 230 in Moussa . the user's entered ID information, i.e., user name or 
password, and handwritten signature is not transferred from a first storage unit to a second 
storage unit after authentication, as required in claim 1. That is, Moussa fails to disclose or fairly 
suggest a second storing unit for storing pairs of ID information and organic information which 
were inputted by arbitrary users within predetermined time, wherein said ID information and 
organic information is transferred from said first storing unit to said second storing unit after 
each authentication; since instead after a user is authenticated in step 230, Moussa generates new 
data block in step 241, writes the new data block in step 242 and stores new values in the 
authentication data base in step 243. As such, Moussa' s system is completely different from the 
steps of the present claimed invention. 

It is respectfully submitted that the Examiner's comments provided on page 20, line 9 
through page 22, line 2 of the Examiner's Answer supports the Appellant's position that the 
applied reference of Moussa fails to disclose these features of claim 1, since the Examiner has 
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failed to rely on any portion of the Moussa reference which discloses that the user's entered ID 
information, i.e., user name or password, and handwritten signature is transferred after being 
authenticated in step 230 to a second storage unit where such information can be stored for a 
predetermined time. Instead, the Examiner merely relies on steps 241-243 of Moussa . 

In the Appeal Brief, Appellants also argued that the Moussa fails to disclose or fairly 
suggest the features of claim 1 concerning a comparing and collating unit for comparing and 
collating the latest inputted ID information and organic information with all of ID information 
and organic information stored in said second storing unit which were inputted and not 
previously registered in the past. 

With regard to these features of claim 1, the Examiner maintains the reliance on the 
disclosure in col. 3, lines 24-33 and col. 4, lines 56-64 of Moussa . However, these portions of 
Moussa fails to disclose that the latest inputted user's entered ID information, i.e., user name or 
password, and organic information, i.e. handwritten signature, are compared with all the ID 
information, i.e., user name or password, and organic information, i.e. handwritten signature, 
stored in a second storing unit which were inputted and not previously registered in the past. 

In the Appeal Brief, Appellants submitted that while McNair may be concerned with a 
"try again" threshold, in which access is denied but the requester may be allowed to supply a 
different form of authentication information to obtain access, McNair is completely silent with 
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regard to discriminating authentication demand by an attacker by counting the number of said 
comparing-collating results which satisfy predetermined conditions and judging authentication 
demand as the one by an attacker if said counted number exceeds predetermined value, as called 
for in claim 1. In response, the Examiner fails to give any type of meaningful response on pages 
22 and 23 of the Answer. 

In addition, it is submitted that the Examiner has failed to provide the requisite 
motivation for combining the teachings of Moussa and McNair . Instead, the Examiner has 
mischaracterized the teachings of McNair and uses impermissible hindsight in an attempt to 
reconstruct the features of the present claimed invention. Moreover, it is submitted that one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would not be motivated to modify the 
authentication procedure of Moussa to include the "try again" threshold of McNair . since such 
modification would be extremely difficult to implement and significantly alter the authentication 
process in Moussa without providing any additional security or benefits. 

For at least the above reasons, Appellants request that the Honorable Board reverse the 
Examiner's rejections. 
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If this paper is not timely filed, Appellants respectfully petition for an appropriate 
extension of time. The fees for such an extension or any other fees that may be due with respect 
to this paper may be charged to Deposit Account No. 50-2866. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
^HXtt^ri, Daniels & Adrian, LLP 



Attorney for Appellant 
Registration No. 44,450 
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Facsimile: (202) 822-1111 
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